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The Appellee landowner has not cited any cases 


the piercing of the corporate veil in a situation where 


employee is attempting to collect from the landowner for 


not providing safe premises. The only Connecticut case cited 


er the Connecticut Workmen's Compensation Act to support 


hich is at all relevant is one we cited in our own brief, 
kLt Dov OLSON. £54. Conn. SC 3. 


(In that case the individual Olson caused the 


creation of various corporate entities among which was 


East Haven Homes LCS Olson owned all stock of East Have 


effectively and was its principal officer. Olson owned 
land individually which he deeded to another corporation 
controlled by him. East Haven became the general 
contractor to build shopping centers on the land and on 
other land owned or controlled through other corporate 
entities by Olson. East Haven through Olson contracted 
with Zaist, et al to perform services .1 the building of 
these shopping centers. Zaist, et al were owed money by 


East Haven Homes and sued Olson individually to get it. 


The court found against Olson individuaily, 


4 


because he totally controlled the corporation, and because 


that control was used "to perpetrate an unjust act in 
contravention of the plaintifs' rights;" ZAIST v OLSON, 


154 Conn. 563, 578. 


The wtandowner appellee also cited SEGAN 


CONSTRUCTION CORP. v NOR-WESi BUILDERS NC., 274 F. Supp. 


691, a Connecticut United States District Court decision 


rendered by the District Court Judge Timbers which follow 


the ZAIST v OLSON rationale. Thereto, the court permitted 


the plaintiffs' recovery of the corporate debt against the 


individual who hac formed and controlled the corporation. 


Judge Timbers found: 
" ,eethe corporation was simply a form 
to be used by Cooper for his individual 
advantage in an attempt to avoid 
essentially all risk by raising the shield 
of Limited liability through creation of 
an inadequately capitalized company. In 
such circumstances, personal liability 
may not be evaded." SEGAN CONSTRUCTION 
“ORP. v. NOR-WEST BUILDERS INC., 274 

F. Suppe 691, 699 
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In both these cases the court essentially found 
that the under-capitalized corporation created by the 
individuals were being used to defraud creditors 


and it 


. 
’ 


was to permit creditors t~> recover that the corporate veil 


was pierced. Such holdings are not authority for piercing 


bp 


the corporate veil in the instant case, 


Rather, the leading Connecticut case on the 


rporat eil under Connecticut Worx en' Compensation La 
O! 3ARACYN CORPORATION, 138 Conn. 69 (1951). In that 
5 ; =H e de e was raise y the landloy Ls 2 
ral ere, the yrincipal em loy statute 3EN . 
Statute pec. 31-291. 
The owner of the land, STERLING, created SARACYN 
CORPORATION, furnishes its capital but ave all its stoc 
1 ather-inelaw PARKS. PARKS ran the corporation from 
o 1946 to produce chemical products for STERLING at 
I sELE tO 1€ corporation. STERLING leased the premises 
{ 70? ration. PARKS became incapacitate in 1946. 
ferearter, ING took cver the manufacture o 
the chemical products. He hired employees and paid them 
out of his tividual pocket. He also paid \ 1g an 
oClal Security out of his individual pocket. 
me of STERLING'S employees suffered arsenic 


01soning, because of the chemicals which had seeped into 
-he water supply. That employee DOE had become a tenant 
in an apartment on the premises, a tenant of SARACYN which 
controlled the premises by virtue of its lease from 
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STERLING, No rent was paid to SARACYN, but the rent con- 


per week for STERLING, 


lane 
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Sisted of eight (8) hours extra work 
the employer. DOE sued SARACYN an.’ STERLINC. However 


STERLING was dropped from the suit. Nonetheless the 


2rmitted 
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